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1.5 Room 1 (Jintan): Issues in Organization 
 













Given that the strategy execution success rate is relatively low and that prior knowledge about what 
constitute a successful strategy execution is deem insufficient to explain the real world scenario, this 
study introduces a new concept “strategy engagement” as one of the facet for successful strategy 
execution. Using field data collected from 224 middle managers in the service industry in Malaysia, 
this study examine the effect of strategy engagement on strategy execution by means of PLS-SEM 
approach. This study also examines the moderating effect of strategy commitment on the relationship 
between strategy engagement and strategy execution. Outcome of the analysis suggest that strategy 
engagement is found to have positive significant relationship with strategy execution. The moderating 
effect, however, is statistically not significant. This study highlights the importance of engagement in 
strategy execution process and deliberately calls for extensive studies to enhance the knowledge in 
strategy execution related literature. 
 




There has been a rising concern that strategy execution might receive lesser attention in academics 
than it should be (Chebat, 1999; Creasap, 2011; Gottschalk, 2008; Gupta & Govindarajan, 1984; 
Noble & Mokwa, 1999; Yang, Sun & Martin,, 2010). These rising concern mountains partly because 
of the current success rate of strategy execution itself. Farsight Leadership Organization (2007) 
reported that the success rate of strategy execution stands at 14% while a more recent study by Raps 
(2010) reported that the success rate of strategy execution is between 10% - 30%. These low success 
rates of strategy execution postulate queries over the applicability of existing strategy execution 
model in explaining strategy execution success.  
 
On the other hand, while acknowledging that strategy execution is an important element in strategic 
management such that poor strategy execution weakens subsequent strategic planning efforts 
(Crittenden & Crittenden, 2008), scholars remain uncertain about what actually constitutes successful 
strategy execution. Questions arises such that if the existing model of strategy execution, i.e: i) 
commitment-execution model (Guth & Mcmillan, 1986), ii) support-execution model (Ragu-nathan, 
Apigian, Ragu-nathan & Tu, 2004) are suffice to predicts and explains strategy execution, why is it 
that the success rates of strategy execution remain low? Yang, Sun and Martin (2010) conducted a 
meta-analysis for strategy execution literature for a period of 25 years and found that one possible 
reason for the low success rates of strategy execution are caused by the imprecise use of the constructs 
in predicting strategy execution. The true nature of several strategy execution related constructs such 
as commitment and communication in predicting strategy execution remain vague. They deliberately 
call for extensive research to further elaborate the function of these construct so that a more 
comprehensive model strategy execution can be developed.  
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This study answers the call for further research by introducing strategy engagement as one possible 
predictor for strategy execution. This relationship however, is expected to be moderated by strategy 
commitment. By means of established theories, a model of strategy execution consisting strategy 
engagement as predictors and strategy commitment as moderators is developed for this study. 
2. Literature Review 
2.1 Strategy Engagement 
Kahn introduces the concept of engagement denoting how individual can be exhibit different degree 
of their selves – physically, emotionally and cognitively – in work role performance. According to 
Kahn, engagement can be observed through the investment of physical, emotional and cognitive 
energy into respective work role (Kahn, 1990, p.692). Kahn’s notion of engagement has received 
enormous research attentions in the field of burnout studies as well as work psychology studies 
(Macey & Schneider, 2008; Schaufeli, 2012; Shuck and Wallard, 2010). This concept, however, 
remain unexplored in the field of strategic management specifically, how engagement in strategy 
execution process will result in successful strategy execution. 
 
Utilizing Kahn’s concept of engagement, this study introduces the concept of “strategy engagement” 
which denotes how strategy executors, specifically, middle level managers are “physically, 
emotionally and cognitively present-in and attentive-to, the strategy execution process.” 
 
While it is widely acclaimed that the term “engagement” overlapped with other older and established 
construct such as “commitment” and “involvement” (Kahn, 1990; Macey & Schneider, 2008; 
Maslach & Leiter, 2001; Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006; Welch, 2010), recent development in 
engagement literature suggest that these term, while highly associated, are distinctly different (See: 
Macey & Schneider, 2008; Maslach & Leiter, 2001; Meyer & Maltin, 2010; Rich, Lepine & Crawford, 
2010; Saks, 2006). 
 
2.2 Theory of Engagement 
In his theory-generating ethnographic work, Kahn (1990) exemplify that engagement is exhibited 
when a particular individual simultaneously: 
i) Physically involved in the given tasks regardless of he or she is alone or in a group, 
ii) Cognitively vigilant, focused and attentive and 
iii) Emotionally connected to the work that they are doing as well as those who are in the 
service of their work. 
 
Kahn’s concept of engagement is also regarded as the investment of “hands, head and heart” in active, 
full work performance (Ashforth & Humphreys, 1995, p.110). Rich et al., (2010) further ascertain that 
the imputation of these three energies in work role will lead to desired performance. 
 
Aside from appropriately defining the dimensions of engagement (physical, emotional and cognitive), 
Kahn (1990, 1992) also proposed three psychological condition that will facilitate one’s engagement 
in work namely: psychological meaningfulness, psychological availability and psychological safety. 
Kahn’s (1990) three psychological conditions derive from psychological experiences that consists 
both rational and unconscious elements of work contexts and work experiences that shapes one’s 
engagement in work role (p.702).  
 
2.3 Strategy Commitment 
Commitment has been long acknowledged as one of the factor that affects strategy execution (Barton 
& Ambrosini, 2012; Dooley, Fryxell & Judge, 2000; Guth & MacMillan, 1985; Noble & Mokwa, 
1999; Rapert, Velliquette & Garreston, 2002; Rapert, Lynch & Sutter, 1996; Smith, 2009; Wooldridge 
& Floyd, 1990). However, to date, there has yet to be consensus on the genotype of commitment that 
best explain the commitment-execution relationship. A glimpse on previous literatures suggests that 
different types of commitment have been linked with strategy execution (i.e., work commitment, role 
commitment, organizational commitment and strategy commitment). The inconsistency in the types of 
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commitment used yields inconsistent research outcomes that results in generalizability issues. This 
postulates a gap that requires research attention. 
 
This study utilizes “strategy commitment” as the construct that is associated with strategy execution 
over other commitment constructs. The underlying reason is that other commitment constructs, apart 
from “strategy commitment”, do not adequately and directly measure a manager’s commitment 
towards a strategy. Rapert, Lynch & Suter argued that a manager demonstrating high organizational 
commitment may still be reluctant to commit to a particular strategy which in turn could lead to failure 
of strategy execution. 
 
Similarly, role commitment does not directly measure a manager’s level of commitment towards a 
strategy. Rather, role commitment measures the extent to which a manager is committed to his role as 
strategy executor (Noble and Mokwa, 1999). Last but not least, employee commitment – yet another 
commitment construct! – is regarded as a factor that affects a manager’s level of strategy commitment. 
Rapert et al., (1996) suggest that manager with low employee commitment may give strategy 
execution a scant attention. Worst still, an uncommitted managers might create barriers that prohibit 
strategy execution, thus result in failures of strategy execution (Guth & McMillan, 1986; Hrebiniak, 
2006; Wooldridge &Floyd, 1990). 
 
On the basis of established definition of strategy commitment from previous literatures (Ford, 
Weissbein & Plamandon, 2003; Noble & Mokwa, 1999), strategy commitment is defined as “The 
overall obligation, comprehension and support demonstrate by managers toward the goals and 
objectives of a strategy as well as the strategic direction of the organization”. 
 
2.4 Self Determination Theory 
The Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) serves as the underlying theory in explaining the 
effect of strategy commitment on the relationship between strategy engagement and strategy 
execution. Self-Determination Theory (SDT) postulates that a person’s motivational behavior is 
associated with one’s sense of self determination and self-motivation. Self Determination Theory 
suggests that one’s motivational behavior can be derived from: 
i) Extrinsic motivators, which become internalized, and hence, become a part of one’s 
motivation and  
ii) One’s own intrinsic motivation. 
Extrinsic motivators normally associates with the use of reward-punishment rule while intrinsic 
motivation is associated with three types of regulations that subsequently shape one’s motivational 
behavior. Gagne & Deci (2005) suggest that individual self-sense of worthiness and ego (introjected 
regulation); congruence between his behavior and his goals and identities (identified regulation); and 
the integration of his identification of her role with other aspect of his life (integrated regulation), 
plays a role in driving his motivation. 
 
Using SDT as underpinning theory, we articulate that a manager’s strategy commitment can be self-
determined and is distinctively characterized by: 
i) Manager’s own intrinsic motivation 
ii) Extrinsic motivators, which in turn, internalized and become part of his motivation. 
 
To conclude, it is believed that managers’ level of commitment towards strategy will depends on the 
level of intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivators which has been internalized. The differences 
between managers’ level of commitment plays an important role in explaining the effect of strategy 
engagement on strategy execution such that those who have high engagement and high commitment 
will perform better than those who have low commitment and high engagement. 
 
2.5 Hypothesis Development 
Previous studies examining the effect of engagement on desired outcome, specifically, performance 
has yield significant results (Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006; Shuck, 2011). This ascertains that the 
engagement can be one of the possible predictor for performance related outcome. Moreover, strong 
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theoretical arguments as stated above further strengthen our argument that engagement in strategy 
execution process will result in successful strategy execution. Hence, the following hypothesis is 
formulated: 
 
H1: Strategy engagement has a positive relationship with strategy execution. 
 
This study identifies strategy commitment as one of the factors that moderates the outcome of the 
relationship between strategy engagement and strategy execution. It is believed that different level of 
strategy commitment will eventually influence the outcome of the relationship such that managers 
with high commitment and high engagement will tends to perform better than managers with low 
commitment and high engagement in strategy execution process. Thus, the following hypothesis is 
proposed: 
 
H2: Strategy commitment moderates the relationship between strategy engagement and strategy 
execution such that managers with high strategy commitment and high strategy engagement perform 












Figure 1: Research Model of the study 
 
3. Methodology 
This study was conducted with sample respondents selected from the Malaysia External Trade 
Development Corporation (MATRADE) services directories. The service industry was selected 
primarily because of its rapid expansion in the recent years (Bernama, 2014).  A quantitative approach 
using self-administrated questionnaire was adopted for this study such that the questionnaires were 
distributed through mail and online survey. The judgmental sampling method was used in this study. 
Sample respondents were selected from four major services industries which contribute more than 60% 
of overall services sector’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in Malaysia. A total of 224 usable 
responses were collected at the end of the survey period. Table 1 depicts the respondents’ profile. 
Next, items in the questionnaire were measured with a 7 point Likert Scale ((1-7 i.e. strongly disagree 
to strongly agree) except for items pertaining to demographic factors. Items in the questionnaire 
measuring key variable are derived from previous established measurement scale (See: Noble & 
Mokwa, 1999; Rich et al., 2010; Vandenberg, 1999). All data were keyed in into SPSS and 
subsequent analyses were conducted using SmartPLS 3.0 (Ringle, 2015). 
 
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Respondents 
Variable  Frequency Percent Total 
Gender    
Male  134 59.8 59.8 
Female 90 40.2 100.00 
    
Age    
20 – 24 years  15 6.7 6.7 
25 – 29 years  68 30.4 37.1 









35 – 39 years  33 14.7 68.8 
40 – 45 years  26 11.6 80.4 
45 – 49 years  25 11.2 91.5 
50 – 55 years  12 5.4 96.9 
55 years and above 7 3.1 100.00 
    
Education    
Secondary School 22 9.8 9.8 
Diploma 29 12.9 22.8 
Degree 122 54.5 77.2 
Master 39 17.4 94.6 
Doctorate 5 2.2 96.9 
Professional 7 3.1 100.00 
 
 
   
Years of Business Management 
Experience 
   
1 – 4 years 86 38.4 38.4 
5 – 8 years 42 18.8 57.1 
9 – 12 years 29 12.9 70.1 
13 – 16 years 26 11.6 81.7 
17 – 20 years 21 9.4 91.1 
21 – 24 years 11 4.9 96.0 
25 – 28 years 5 2.2 98.2 
29 – 31 years 1 0.4 98.7 
32 years and above 3 1.3 100.00 
    
Types of Industry    
Business Services 161 71.9 71.9 
Financial 28 12.5 84.4 
Franchise 11 4.9 89.3 
Information and Communication 24 10.7 100.00 
    
Position    
Senior General Manager and 
Equivalent 
18 8.0 8.0 
General Manager and Equivalent 17 7.6 15.6 
Senior Manager and Equivalent 27 12.1 27.7 
Manager and Equivalent 72 32.1 59.8 
Senior Executive and Equivalent 90 40.2 100.00 
    
 
4. Findings 
4.1 Measurement Model 
Table 2 presents the assessment of construct reliability as well as convergent validity for the key 
constructs of this study. Strategic engagement, in this study, is a second order formative construct 
which consists of three reflective dimensions namely physical engagement (PHE), emotional 
engagement (EME) and cognitive engagement (COE). For the purpose of measurement model 
evaluation, these three first order construct (dimensions) will be of primary concern in validating 




As illustrated in Table 2, all key constructs possesses high internal consistency suggesting that the 
items measuring the construct achieved desired reliability.  Similarly, all constructs demonstrate good 
convergent validity such that the AVE score for each of the construct is more than the minimum 
threshold value of 0.5 suggesting that more than 50% of the variances in the construct are explained 
by its item (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014). 
 
 
Table 2: Internal Consistency and Convergent Validity 
Construct Item Loading CR AVE 
Physical Engagement (PHE) PHE1 .677 .906 .616 
 PHE2 .781   
 PHE3 .840   
 PHE4 .838   
 PHE5 .743   
 PHE6 .819   
Emotional Engagement 
(EME) 
EME1 .732 .917 .649 
 EME2 .786   
 EME3 .844   
 EME4 .809   
 EME5 .835   
 EME6 .823   
Cognitive Engagement (COE) COE1 .748 .914 .640 
 COE2 .790   
 COE3 .846   
 COE4 .768   
 COE5 .839   
 COE6 .805   
Strategy Commitment (SC) SC1 .767 .905 .614 
 SC2 .796   
 SC3 .802   
 SC4 .809   
 SC5 .748   
 SC6 .777   
Strategy Execution (SUSE) SUSE1 .752 .883 .605 
 SUSE2 .629   
 SUSE3 .864   
 SUSE4 .818   
 SUSE5 .805   
     
 
As noted earlier, the construct of strategic engagement is a second order formative construct consist of 
three dimensions, it is important to examine if multicollinearity is an issue within the three 
dimensions. Table 3 present the outcome of collinearity test for the three dimensions of strategic 
engagement. The VIF value for each of the constructs is lower than the offending value of 5.0 (Hair, 
Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011) indicates that there is no collinearity problem between the three dimensions. 
 








Following through, having establish no collinearity issues for the dimensions of strategy engagement, 
the composite value of strategy engagement can now be used for the subsequent analysis. Table 4 and 
Table 5 illustrate the assessment of discriminant validity using Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion as 
well as Henseler’s HTMT (2015) criterion. Discriminant validity is established using the Fornell and 
Larcker criterion such that the square root of AVE for each construct is larger than the correlation 
estimate of the constructs. This is one of the indications that all key constructs in this study is different 
from one and another. Similarly, the HTMT criterion suggests that discriminant validity is established 
at HTMT0.90 criterion such that the correlation score corresponds to the respective construct is lower 
than the moderate HTMT.90 criterion for assessing discriminant validity (Henseler, Ringle, & 
Sarstedt, 2015). 
 
Table 4: Fornell and Larcker Criterion 
 SC SEG SUSE 
SC .784   
SEG .611 .746  
SUSE .737 .643 .778 
Note: Diagonal elements shaded and highlighted in bold represent the square root of AVE. Off 




Table 5: HTMT Criterion 
 SC SEG SUSE 
SC    
SEG .657   
SUSE .852 0.71  
Criteria: Discriminant validity is established at HTMT0.90 
 
4.2 Structural Model 
Prior to assessment of structural model, each of the key constructs in the study undergone assessment 
of collinearity at the structural level to ensure that there is no potential collinearity problem. As 
presented in Table 6, the VIF value for each of the key constructs in this study is lower than the cut-
off value of 5.0 (Hair et al., 2011) suggesting that collinearity there is no potential collinearity 
problem. 
 





The first hypothesis postulates that strategy engagement has a positive relationship with strategy 
execution.  In order to test this hypothesis, a bootstrapping procedure is conducted to assess the path 
coefficient of this relationship. As illustrated in Table 7, the proposed relationship is statistically 
significant at 99% confidence level (SEG -> SUSE, ß = 0.645, p < 0.01). Hence, it is surmised that the 
hypothesis is supported. 
 
Table 7: Path Co-efficient Assessment 
 Direct Effect (ß) Standard Error T-statistic P value 





Table 8 illustrates the assessment of co-efficient of determination (R
2
), the effect size as well as the 
predictive relevance (Q
2
) of strategy engagement on strategy execution. The value of co-efficient of 
determination (R
2
) is 0.416 suggesting that strategy engagement explain 41.6% of variances in 
strategy execution. The predictive relevance value, 0.244, which is larger than 0 indicates that strategy 
engagement, possesses predictive ability over strategy execution. Strategy engagement has large 
effect size over strategy execution. 
 
Table 8: Determination of Co-efficient (R
2
), Effect size (f
2
) and Predictive Relevance (Q
2
) 




Effect Size f 2 
 R2 Q2 Intention Effect Size 
SUSE 0.416 0.244   
SEG   0.713 Large 
 
Lastly, table 9 depicts the moderating effect of strategy commitment on the relationship between 
strategy engagement and strategy execution. The proposed hypothesis, however, is not supported (ß=-
0.027, n.s.) 
 
Table 9: Results of moderating effect of strategy commitment 





SEG*SC-> SUSE -0.027 0.068 0.406 0.685 
 
5. Discussions 
The purpose of this study is to examine if strategy engagement is one of the focal antecedents for 
strategy execution. Outcome of the analysis suggest that this relationship is statistically significant. 
This implies that if a manager is physically, cognitively and emotionally present-in and attentive-to 
the strategy execution process, they are likely to execute the strategy successfully. Conversely, this 
study also posit that the extent to which strategy engagement leads to successful strategy execution 
will be dependent to the level of commitment a manager possess. Unfortunately, the outcome of the 
analysis suggests that the moderating effect of strategy commitment is statistically insignificant. One 
possible reason underneath this scenario would be the variance in measuring strategy commitment. 
The high mean score of strategy commitment suggesting that there is not enough statistical power to 
distinguish managers with low and high commitment thus making evaluation of moderating effect not 
possible. This postulates a limitation for this study. Future study can consider grouping target 
respondent into two distinct categories, i.e. manager with low commitment and manager with high 
commitment. This strategy, hopefully, will allow evident moderating effect to take place.  
 
In the same vein, this study examines only the direct relationship between strategy engagement and 
strategy execution. Future study can consider extending this direct relationship by incorporating 
relevant antecedents for strategy engagement in accordance to Kahn’s theory of engagement. Kahn’s 
theory of engagement sets notable foundation in identifying possible antecedents for engagement to 
take place. Extending the present model in this study according to Kahn’s theory of engagement 
would result in a more holistic engagement-execution model. 
 
Similarly, along with the advancement of statistical analysis tools particularly pertaining to structural 
equation modelling (SEM), future researcher are encouraged to look into the possibilities of multiple 
moderators and mediators that can enhanced the present simple linear relationship of this study. 
Depicted this way, the integrated model provides insights on the simultaneous interaction of these 
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